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Abstract: Service quality and sustainability are not only strategically important for achieving competitive advantage in the hotel
industry but also serve as critical indicators of long-term resilience, customer loyalty, and multi-dimensional sustainability
encompassing environmental, social, cultural, and economic responsibilities in a rapidly evolving global tourism market. Service
quality practices that focus on immediate customer satisfaction- such as rapid service or high-consumption amenities - can conflict
with sustainability goals. These goals require long-term planning and efficient resource use. This creates a strategic tension in
hospitality management. While academic interest in these two concepts has increased in recent years, the interaction between them
and how different stakeholder groups prioritize these concepts have not been sufficiently investigated. In this context, the present
study aims to determine the prioritization of service quality and sustainability dimensions among different stakeholder groups (hotel
managers, academics and institution representatives) in the hotel industry. To this end, we used the Best Worst Method (BWM), one
of the Multi-Criteria Decision Making (MCDM) techniques known for its simplicity and consistency. The data were collected
through interviews with a total of 18 experts. The findings revealed that, across all stakeholder groups, service quality dimensions
were prioritized over sustainability dimensions. Hotel managers emphasized operational efficiency and environmental sustainability.
Furthermore, while academicians focused on reliability and adopted a more balanced view of sustainability, institution
representatives prioritized tangible aspects of service quality. Social and cultural sustainability dimensions were consistently
assigned lower importance by hotel managers and institution representatives. The priority given to service quality highlights the
short-term and performance-oriented mentality in the hotel industry. The limited emphasis placed on social and cultural sustainability,
particularly among practitioners, suggests that these dimensions are still not sufficiently considered in strategic decision-making
processes. Taken together, the results of the present study highlight the varying evaluation patterns among stakeholder groups and
underscore the need for a more holistic perspective on managing service quality and sustainability in hotel businesses.
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INTRODUCTION

Service quality, one of the fundamental criteria of the tourism industry, was consistently reported to have a strong
impact on customer loyalty and satisfaction (Parasuraman et al., 1988; Ladhari, 2009). Due to responsibilities to the
environment and society, as well as customers’ changing expectations and demands, hotel businesses face various service
quality management challenges (Munawaroh et al., 2024; Shyju et al., 2021). To address these complexities, the
SERVQUAL model is widely adopted as a robust framework for evaluating the dimensions of service quality (Smith, 1995;
Bhattacharya et al., 2023). In an environment where interest in service quality is increasing, the integration of sustainability
into business strategies has become increasingly important; this approach not only enables tourism enterprises to fulfill
their environmental responsibilities, but also serves as an effective means of gaining competitive advantage (Lichtenthaler,
2022; Michailidou et al., 2015). Overall, while sustainability offers strategic benefits, its implementation may involve
certain trade-offs, particularly in relation to perceived service quality, leading to various complexities (Seyfi et al., 2025).

The idea that sustainability dimensions always positively contribute to customer satisfaction may be misleading, as
emphasizing these practices could result in a decline in service quality (Baratta & Simeoni, 2021; Perramon et al., 2022).
This tension is particularly evident considering that high tourist expectations for service quality may not align with the
sustainability objectives of hotel businesses, as sustainable practices—particularly those involving water and energy
conservation—frequently require compromises in the quest for comfort (Pirani & Arafat, 2016; Oloyede et al., 2024). As a
result, hotel businesses are required to strike a balance between long-term sustainability practices and short-term service
quality expectations (Christofi et al., 2022; Pirani & Arafat, 2016; Sholeha & Sumarmi, 2025; Tourais & Videira, 2024).

To date, the interaction and potential contradictions between service quality and sustainability have not been thoroughly
examined in the literature. Previous studies predominantly analyzed these two concepts in isolation (Oliveras-Villanueva et
al., 2020; Zhuk & Bukhta, 2023). Furthermore, economic, cultural, and social dimensions of sustainability have received
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limited scholarly attention in sustainability-related research (Boswell, 2023; Njoroge et al., 2020; Tavakoli & Tumer,
2024). In addition, while available studies primarily reflect the views of hotel managers (Fatima & Elbanna, 2023;
Oliveras-Villanueva et al., 2020; Zhuk & Bukhta, 2023), the views of academics or industry representatives remain
underrepresented. To the best of our knowledge, to date, none of the previous studies examined how different stakeholders
prioritize sustainability and service quality dimensions. However, determining the prioritization by various stakeholders
could provide a new and holistic approach to tourism literature which includes studies on sustainability and service quality
(Boswell, 2023; Christofi et al., 2022; Fatima & Elbanna, 2023; Oliveras-Villanueva et al., 2020). Taking this into account,
and seeking to bridge the aforementioned gap in the literature, the present study provides a comparative analysis of multiple
stakeholder groups (managers, academics, and public institution representatives), offering a holistic view of service quality
and sustainability trade-offs in the hotel industry. By demonstrating how these concepts are perceived across a wide range of
perspectives, the approach we use goes further than previous studies that focused solely on specific stakeholder groups.

Upon the Resource-Based View (RBV), sustainability practices are regarded as strategic resources capable of
generating long-term competitive advantage. However, these practices may entail additional costs or potentially
compromise service quality (Lichtenthaler, 2022; Perramon et al., 2022). Accordingly, in the present study, we use a multi-
theoretical approach to evaluate the balance between benefits and costs. One of the theories the present study relies on is
Stakeholder Theory (Freeman, 2010), which argues that businesses should consider interests of all stakeholders, not only
shareholders, but also employees, customers, and local people. Furthermore, Institutional Theory (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983) posits that businesses are influenced by social and cultural pressures, in addition to economic forces. As a result,
stakeholder priorities concerning service quality and sustainability may vary across different stakeholder types and
institutional settings. This approach reflects Triple Bottom Line (TBL) approach framework (Elkington, 1997), which
evaluates business performance across economic, environmental and social dimensions. In addition, Contingency Theory
(Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Donaldson, 2001) emphasizes situational nature decision-making, highlighting that the
appropriateness of any decision depends on internal and external contingencies. Accordingly, in the present study, we used
the Best-Worst Method (BWM) to systematically identify and compare stakeholder priorities.

More specifically, the core research problem addressed in the present study is understanding how different groups
perceive the dimensions of sustainability and service quality. The major research question asked in this research is as
follows: “How are priorities concerning sustainability and service quality dimensions shaped among different stakeholder
groups in hotel businesses?” Seeking to answer this question, the study aims to contribute the gap identified in the
literature. We analyze the relationship between sustainability and service through a holistic view by incorporating the
perspectives of diverse stakeholder groups. In contrast to previous research that predominantly relied on traditional multi-
criteria decision-making methods such as AHP and TOPSIS, in the present study, we adopted the Best Worst Method
(BWM) analysis, which offers lower cognitive demand and improved consistency compared to traditional techniques
(Corrente et al., 2024; Johny et al., 2025; Rezaei, 2015; Roshanvaran et al., 2025; Yildirim & Sisman, 2025; Vatankhah et
al., 2023). This methodological approach enables a refined analysis of the sustainability and service quality nexus and
offers strategic recommendations to improve the long-term competitiveness of hotel businesses. The results are expected to
guide hotel managers in balancing short-term operational goals with long-term sustainability practices, as well as inform
public institutions on areas where policy support and stakeholder alignment are most needed.

LITERATURE REVIEW

In the literature, service quality is considered one of the success criteria for hotel businesses as it significantly shapes
the customer experience (Munawaroh et al., 2024). Considering that hotel services involve direct customer interaction, the
way quality is perceived becomes particularly important (Shyju et al., 2021). Therefore, effective service quality
management is associated with gaining a sustainable competitive advantage (Fam et al., 2021; Shams et al., 2021). As core
elements of the SERVQUAL model, assurance and reliability were previously reported to be strongly linked to increased
customer trust and satisfaction (Abdullah et al., 2022; Adzinyo et al., 2024; Hoo et al., 2024; Ranatunga et al., 2022).

However, the impact of each SERVQUAL dimension may vary in magnitude. For instance, responsiveness may emerge as
a service element that needs improvement (Bhattacharya et al., 2023). This variation may be attributed to the cultural
sensitivity of the SERVQUAL dimensions (Ladhari, 2009; Smith, 1995). Empirical evidence from the Himalayan region
supports the notion that SERVQUAL dimensions exhibit regional variability (Bhattacharya et al., 2023). However, in today’s
hospitality industry, where sustainability is increasingly coming to the forefront, an exclusive focus on service quality is no
longer considered to be sufficient (Blanco-Moreno et al., 2025). Sustainability has become a strategic imperative for
enhancing corporate image and driving financial performance (Stombelli, 2020; Su & Chen, 2020). Despite being primarily
associated with environmental practices, sustainability strategies can also generate economic, social and cultural benefits
for hotel businesses (Pereira et al., 2021; Rasel, 2024; Remenyik et al., 2025). Accordingly, it may be necessary to explore
other sustainability dimensions (economic, social and cultural) to understand these benefits (Boswell, 2023; Tavakoli &
Tumer, 2024; Yang et al., 2020). Sustainability can generate both economic returns and non-financial benefits, thereby
positively impacting various dimensions of hotel performance (Khalil et al., 2024; Koch et al., 2020; Preziosi et al., 2022).
However, the implementation of sustainability practices does not always lead to improvements in quest satisfaction.

For instance, water and energy conservation efforts in hotels may compromise guest comfort and reduce overall
satisfaction (Baratta & Simeoni, 2021). At this point, a critical strategic decision-making area for hotel businesses is attaining
the balance between the multifaceted benefits of sustainability and the challenges encountered during its implementation (Du
etal., 2025). As service-driven organizations, hotels that prioritize social and environmental sensitivity may gain a competitive
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advantage by aligning with shifting consumer values (Fatima & Elbanna, 2023). Sustainability practices are now considered as
critical as service quality in achieving long-term customer loyalty and market competitiveness (Josimovié et al., 2025). Yet, a
comprehensive evaluation of these strategic trade-offs requires theoretical frameworks capable of explaining how
organizations perceive, prioritize, and operationalize sustainability alongside service quality (Rinomhota et al., 2025).

Furthermore, although sustainability practices are widely considered to be valuable resources under Resource-Based
View (RBV) framework, they may simultaneously increase operational burdens (Lichtenthaler, 2022) and adversely affect
service performance (Perramon et al., 2022). The Stakeholder Theory posits that achieving success in the field of
sustainability requires businesses to consider the perspectives of a broad range of stakeholders, not just shareholders
(Freeman, 2010). In line with this principle, in the present study, we employed a methodology that incorporates stakeholder
diversity by gathering the views of various stakeholder groups on both service quality and sustainability. Furthermore, as
highlighted by Institutional Theory, businesses are influenced not only by economic forces, but also by cultural and social
pressures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). What this suggests is that hotel businesses are subject to institutional demands and
pressures related to both sustainability and service quality. The priorities of different stakeholder groups in these domains may
widely vary depending on the institutional characteristics and pressures that shape their expectations. Furthermore, the Triple
Bottom Line (TBL) approach posits that business performance should be evaluated not solely on economic outcomes, but also
on relevant social and environmental dimensions (Elkington, 1997). This framework provides a comprehensive perspective on
evaluating sustainability practices. The present study seeks to apply the TBL framework in practice by offering empirical
insights into the sustainability-related perspectives of stakeholder groups actively engaged in the tourism industry.

According to Contingency Theory, which is one of the theoretical cornerstones of the present study, there is no universally
optimal approach to decision-making or strategy formulation; rather, the effectiveness of a given method depends on
situational factors and stakeholder expectations (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Donaldson, 2001). Said differently, strategic
priorities may vary depending on contextual conditions, the expectations of relevant stakeholders, and environmental
uncertainties. Using employing the Best-Worst Method (BWM), the present study seeks to capture these variations, thereby
reinforcing a situationally adaptive perspective on strategic decision-making within the tourism and hotel industry.

While sustainability and service quality are frequently regarded as distinct concepts (Oliveras-Villanueva et al., 2020;
Yuliawati et al., 2025; Zhuk & Bukhta, 2023), recent research suggests that these two dimensions—traditionally seen as
short-term and long-term, respectively—can influence and even complement one another (Christofi et al., 2022; Kwan,
2025; Tourais & Videira, 2024). Typically associated with immediate customer satisfaction, service quality may intersect
with sustainability goals aimed at long-term strategic outcomes (Narendratama & Wijoyo, 2025).

However, some studies argued that these concepts may be at odds. For instance, Perramon et al. (2022) contend that
businesses that overemphasize service quality risk escalating resource consumption, thus potentially neglecting
sustainability goals. Similarly, Oloyede et al. (2024) found that, in hotel settings, offering larger portion sizes in food
services enhanced customer satisfaction, but also resulted in significant food waste, thereby undermining sustainability
efforts. These conflicting dynamics highlight the urgent need for hotel businesses to strike a balance between service
quality and sustainability (Pirani & Arafat, 2016; Sholeha & Sumarmi, 2025). Overall, there is a broad scholarly consensus
that service quality can serve as a strategic tool to support and reinforce sustainability efforts (Chaudhary & Dey, 2021).
For long-term success and competitive advantage, businesses are encouraged to implement both elements in an integrated
manner (Lichtenthaler, 2022; Preziosi et al., 2022; Seidel et al., 2021; Yu et al., 2024). In the tourism industry, aligning
sustainability practices with service quality initiatives was previously argued to be capable of enhancing businesses’ brand
image and providing a distinct competitive edge (Fatima & Elbanna, 2023). Moreover, effective service quality
management was reported to not only contribute to customer satisfaction, but also support sustainability by creating
operational efficiencies and cost advantages (Pereira-Moliner et al., 2016). To date, most of the previous studies have
examined service quality and sustainability as separate constructs, thereby overlooking the interactions between them
(Fatima & Elbanna, 2023; Oliveras-Villanueva et al., 2020; Zhuk & Bukhta, 2023).

Accordingly, relevant research integrating the analysis of these two dimensions remains scarce, which results in the lack
of integrative and comparative evaluations reflecting how service quality and all sustainability dimensions (not just
environmental) are prioritized by different actors within the industry. This gap is particularly evident in the hotel industry,
where the prioritization of these elements remains insufficiently explored (Perramon et al., 2022; Oloyede et al., 2024).
Another notable gap is the narrow emphasis on specifically environmental sustainability. The interrelationship between other
dimensions of sustainability—such as social and economic—and service quality also remains underexplored in the literature.

In terms of previously used methodologies, several recent studies employed advanced decision-making approaches. For
example, Wang & Nguyen (2022) and Assad et al. (2024) employed multi-criteria decision-making techniques to evaluate
sustainability priorities in hospitality. In another relevant study, Perramon et al. (2022) provided empirical insights into the
joint effects of service quality and environmental practices. However, these studies predominantly focused on single
stakeholder groups or emphasized specific sustainability aspects without adopting a comparative, multi-stakeholder
perspective. Seeking to address these gaps, the present study aims to investigate how different stakeholder groups—
including hotel managers, academics, and tourism-related institution representatives—oprioritize the dimensions of service
quality and sustainability in the hotel industry. To this end, we use the Best Worst Method (BWM) as a decision-making
framework. Our ultimate goal is to develop a holistic understanding of how service quality and sustainability are evaluated
in the hotel industry context and to provide strategic contributions to sectoral decision-making processes.

An important issue that warrants further attention is the complexity and potential inconsistency associated with
traditional multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM) methods such as AHP and TOPSIS. While widely used, these
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approaches frequently involve high computational complexity and may lead to inconsistencies in judgments (Amiri et al.,
2021; Kumar & Pamucar, 2025; Opricovic & Tzeng, 2007; Wei et al., 2025). Despite these limitations, MCDM techniques
remain effective for prioritizing sustainability practices (Tian et al., 2022). Yet, in recent years, more innovative and
streamlined approaches have emerged. Among them, the Best Worst Method (BWM) has gained traction for its simplicity,
consistency, and efficiency (Garabinovi¢ et al., 2021; Roshanvaran et al., 2025; Wang & Nguyen, 2022; Yildirim &
Sisman, 2025). The BWM allows decision-makers to achieve greater consistency with fewer comparisons by selecting only
the best and worst criteria (Corrente et al., 2024; Johny et al., 2025; Rezaei, 2015). Accordingly, in the present study, we
adopt the BWM to ensure higher decision consistency (Vatankhah et al., 2023) and to analyze the perspectives of different
participant groups in a structured comparative manner. A comparison of multi-criteria decision-making methods used in
previous research (Amiri et al., 2021; Opricovic & Tzeng, 2007; Vagiona, 2021) is provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Comparison of multi-criteria decision-making methods

Method Calculation time Simplicity Mathematical operations Reliability Data type
BWM Low Simple Medium High Quantitative
AHP Very high Very critical Maximum Weak Mixed
TOPSIS Medium Moderately critical Medium Medium Quantitative
VIKOR Low Simple Medium Medium Quantitative
ELECTRE High Moderately critical Medium Medium Mixed
PROMETHEE High Moderately critical Medium Medium Mixed

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The study aims to understand how decision-makers prioritize service quality and sustainability dimensions for hotel
businesses using a holistic and novel approach. To this end, several groups of relevant stakeholders were interviewed.
These included managers from international chain hotels (6 individuals), academicians specializing in hotel
management, sustainability, and service quality (6 individuals), destination management organization managers (3
individuals), managers of tourist guide chambers (2 individuals), and a travel agency association manager (1 individual).
The limited number of participants was a deliberate methodological choice, as the Best Worst Method (BWM) is
particularly suitable for studies involving a small group of experts. BWM enables high decision consistency and allows
for in-depth analysis with fewer comparisons (Rezaei, 2015). Service quality dimensions were adopted from the
SERVQUAL scale, while sustainability dimensions were developed through a literature review. Environmental, social,
cultural, and economic sustainability dimensions were structured based on hotel and business-oriented academic studies
(Table 2). The reason for selecting these four dimensions was that sustainability in tourism and hospitality has a multi-
dimensional structure and requires a balanced development in all these areas for long-term success.

Best Worst Method (BWM) analysis was employed; as this analysis requires decision-makers to make comparisons
solely based on the best and worst criteria, it can be implemented with fewer participants and provides high consistency
compared to other multi-criteria decision-making methods (Rezaei, 2015). The interviews were conducted both in person
and via online video meetings. All relevant information about BWM was also provided during the interviews.

Table 2. Service quality and sustainability criteria adopted in the study

Criteria Explanation Reference

Physical elements of the service-providing establishment include

C; Tangibles modern equipment, cleanliness of facilities, employee appearance, and
quality of materials used.

Accurate, complete, and timely delivery of the promised service to

(Parasuraman et al., 1988;
Smith, 1995)

(Parasuraman et al., 1988;

C, Reliability customers. Minimizing errors and providing service that customers Smith, 1995)
consistently trust.
C; Responsiveness Employ.ees ab.111ty to rqspond promptly an.d willingly to customer (Parasuraman et al., 1988;
requests; capacity to assist customers even in emergency situations. Smith, 1995)
Employees’ knowledge, courtesy, and ability to instill confidence in (Parasuraman et al., 1988;
C,4 Assurance ) . . .. . .
customers; ensuring customers feel secure during service interactions. Smith, 1995)
Individualized attention provided by the establishment to its .
. . . . (Parasuraman et al., 1988;
Cs Empathy customers, understanding their specific needs, and being customer- .
. ) . o Smith, 1995)
friendly regarding working hours, communication, etc.
C. Environmental Practices focusing on reducing energy consumption, water usage, Campos et al., 2024;
6 . waste management, and carbon emissions. Efficient use of resources | Michailidou et al., 2015; Prakash
sustainability i . :
without harming the environment. et al.,, 2023)
. L Social responsibility practices including employee rights, occupational | (Pereira et al., 2021; Salama et
C7 Social sustainability health, community contribution, and the welfare of local people. al., 2024; Timur & Timur, 2016)
C. Cultural sustainabilit Respect for local culture, traditions, and heritage; supporting cultural | (Boswell, 2023; Lee & Chhabra,
8 Y events. 2015; Tavakoli & Tumer, 2024)
. S Financial stability, profitability, occupancy rate, business volume, and | (Njoroge et al., 2020; Pratt et al.,
Cs Economic sustainability long-term economic contributions. 2018; Vasilakakis et al., 2023)

Best Worst Method (BWM) steps are as follows:
Step 1. The criteria affecting the decision problem are determined. When a matrix related to the decision criteria is
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created in a decision problem, the criteria matrix formed for pairwise comparison of the criteria can be represented as
shown in Equation 1 (Hasan et al., 2022).

¢, C, C, - Cp
C 0117 012 -+ O1p

A= "2 021 022 -+ 02 1
P : gn) @
C
n On1 Op2 *** Opp

Step 2. Select the best criterion (Cg) and the worst criterion (Cy,,) from the set of criteria.

Step 3. The pairwise comparison between the best criterion (Cz) and all other criteria is performed resulting best-to-
others (Og) vector as shown in Equation 2 as (Hasan et al., 2022)

Op = (0p1,0p2,0p3)---,08n),  (2)

where, og;;0p; = 1,j = 1,2,...,n represents the degree of preference regarding the best criterion Cp with other criterion
C;,j # B. At this stage, the decision-maker uses the 1-9 scale in Table 2 to determine the priority of the most important
criterion over the other criteria through pairwise comparisons.

Step 4. The others-to-worst (0,,,) vector presenting the pairwise comparison of preferences between all criteria and the
worst criterion (Cy,) is given in Equation 3 as (Hasan et al., 2022)

Ow = (01w, 02w, O3wrs- - Ow) 3

where, oj; 05, = 1,j = 1,2,...,n,j # W represents the degree of preference regarding the worst criterion Cy, with
other criteria C;. At this stage, the decision-maker uses the 1-9 scale in Table 3 to determine the priority of the least
important criterion compared to the other criteria through pairwise comparisons.

Table 3. Pairwise comparison scale and descriptions

Numerical Value Judgmental statements used in the comparison of criteria
1 Equal importance
3 Moderately Important
5 Important
7 Very important
9 Extremely Important
2,3,4,6 Intermediate values

Step 5. Calculate the weights of criteria by formulating an optimization model. To calculate the weights for ranking of
criteria, the optimal weights must satisfy Wy / W; = og; and W; / Wy, = o0;,,. Thus, the objective is to minimize the
absolute maximum difference of | Wy / W; —og; land | W; / Wy, — 0jy | Then, a min-max optimization model is
formulated as follows (Hasan et al., 2022):

Model 1:

MinMjax {{Wg /W;—og; ,IW; /Wy, —ojy 1}

subject to Xj Wi=1,W;=20,vj=12,.,n
Here, Wy and W, are the weights of best and worst criterion, respectively. The weight of criterion C; is represented by
W;. The linear programming model of model 1 is transformed as (Hasan et al., 2022)

Model 2:
Min 3
subject to | W — W, X 0p I< & .
|VV]-—WWXijlSE ()

i W,=1LW;=0.

The optimal values of & are utilized to determine the consistency ratio. A comparison is said to be fully consistent, when
Opj X Ojw = OBWV'

Step 6. Determining the consistency ratio of the pairwise comparisons. This step also reflects the usability of the
method. The consistency ratio is calculated using the minimum &* value obtained from the model and the consistency index
provided in Table 4. A low consistency ratio indicates that the pairwise comparisons are reliable and the results are valid
for decision-making (Rezaei, 2015).

Table 4. Consistency index (CI)

Opw 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
CI(max &) | 0.00 0.44 1 1.63 2.30 3 3.73 447 523

The consistency ratio (CR) is calculated as follows (Rezaei, 2015):

*

ConsistencyRatio = )
Y Consistencylndex

The consistency ratio (CR) takes a value between 0 and 1. The smaller the consistency ratio, the more reliable the
comparison results are. A ratio of less than 0.10 is an acceptable ratio.
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RESULTS
Table 5 presents the findings of all decision-makers’ evaluations, while Table 6 displays their respective rankings.
According to the evaluations of managers in international chain hotels, service quality criteria (C1-C5) generally stood out.

Table 5. The importance weights and consistency of criteria

Managers in international chain hotels

Decision-maker C1 Cz C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 Cg Cg CR
Dm, 0.1324 0.1035 0.1324 0.1035 0.1180 0.1324 0.0503 0.1180 0.1095 0.0169
Dm, 0.1372 0.1030 0.1546 0.1030 0.1372 0.1642 0.1642 0.0566 0.0801 0.0184
Dm;, 0.1201 0.1201 0.1201 0.1201 0.1334 0.1636 0.0545 0.1090 0.1090 0.0128
Dmy 0.1297 0.1668 0.1486 0.1297 0.1668 0.1386 0.0454 0.1127 0.1620 0.0171
Dms 0.1297 0.1606 0.1491 0.1168 0.1297 0.1133 0.1006 0.0412 0.1591 0.0184
Dmg 0.1386 0.1732 0.1589 0.0842 0.0497 0.1184 0.1184 0.1184 0.1402 0.0164
Mean W; 0.1313 0.1379 0.1473 0.1095 0.1225 0.1384 0.0889 0.0926 0.1267 0.0167

Academicians

Decision-maker Cl Cz C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 Cg Cg CR
Dm, 0.0297 0.1485 0.1188 0.1485 0.1485 0.1782 0.2079 0.2079 0.2376 0.0077
Dm, 0.2333 0.1121 0.1121 0.1121 0.1121 0.1682 0.1402 0.1402 0.0697 0.0595
Dm, 0.2009 0.1850 0.1850 0.1471 0.0575 0.1020 0.1020 0.1020 0.1020 0.0155
Dm, 0.2494 0.1878 0.0442 0.0883 0.1325 0.1104 0.1325 0.1546 0.1002 0.0154
Dms 0.1438 0.2227 0.1544 0.0889 0.0457 0.1111 0.1111 0.0897 0.1330 0.0163
Dmg 0.0475 0.1476 0.1180 0.1476 0.0738 0.2780 0.1084 0.1084 0.0710 0.0124
Mean W; 0.1508 0.1673 0.1221 0.1221 0.0950 0.1580 0.1337 0.1338 0.1189 0.0211

Managers of tourism-related organizations

Decision-maker Cl Cz C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 Cg Cg CR
Dm, 0.1192 0.1949 0.1511 0.1192 0.1192 0.0648 0.1357 0.1192 0.1370 0.0171
Dm, 0.1897 0.1641 0.1897 0.1282 0.1487 0.0598 0.0507 0.0345 0.0345 0.0227
Dm; 0.1724 0.1562 0.1659 0.1562 0.1753 0.1368 0.0438 0.0636 0.1300 0.0177
Dm, 0.1374 0.1009 0.1181 0.1066 0.1232 0.0674 0.0983 0.0968 0.1513 0.0157
Dms 0.1443 0.1247 0.1046 0.1443 0.1592 0.1223 0.0488 0.1223 0.1294 0.0158
Dmg 0.1492 0.1143 0.0964 0.1143 0.1333 0.1203 0.0976 0.0422 0.1323 0.0189
Mean W; 0.1520 0.1425 0.1376 0.1281 0.1432 0.0952 0.0791 0.0798 0.1191 0.0179

Table 6. Importance weights of the criteria
Managers in international chain hotels

Rank Criterion Criteria Description Mean W;
1 C3 Responsiveness — Speed and willingness to help customers 0.1473
2 C6 Environmental Sustainability — Energy, waste, carbon management 0.1384
3 C2 Reliability — Service accuracy, consistency, trust 0.1379
4 Cl Tangibles — Physical appearance, cleanliness, equipment quality 0.1313
5 Cc9 Economic Sustainability — Financial stability, profitability 0.1267
6 C5 Empathy — Personalized attention, understanding customer needs 0.1225
7 C4 Assurance — Staff knowledge, courtesy, ability to inspire trust 0.1095
8 C8 Cultural Sustainability — Respect for local culture and heritage 0.0926
9 Cc7 Social Sustainability — Employee rights, community contribution 0.0889

Academicians

Rank Criterion Criteria Description Mean W;
1 C2 Reliability — Service accuracy, consistency, trust 0.1673
2 C6 Environmental Sustainability — Energy, waste, carbon management 0.1580
3 Cl Tangibles — Physical appearance, cleanliness, equipment quality 0.1508
4 C8 Cultural Sustainability — Respect for local culture and heritage 0.1338
5 C7 Social Sustainability — Employee rights, community contribution 0.1337
6 C3 Responsiveness — Speed and willingness to help customers 0.1221
7 C4 Assurance — Staff knowledge, courtesy, ability to inspire trust 0.1221
8 C9 Economic Sustainability — Financial stability, profitability 0.1189
9 C5 Empathy — Personalized attention, understanding customer needs 0.0950

Managers of tourism-related organizations

Rank Criterion Criteria Description Mean W;
1 Cl Tangibles — Physical appearance, cleanliness, equipment quality 0.1520
2 C5 Empathy — Personalized attention, understanding customer needs 0.1432
3 C2 Reliability — Service accuracy, consistency, trust 0.1425
4 C3 Responsiveness — Speed and willingness to help customers 0.1376
5 C4 Assurance — Staff knowledge, courtesy, ability to inspire trust 0.1281
6 C9 Economic Sustainability — Financial stability, profitability 0.1191
7 C6 Environmental Sustainability — Energy, waste, carbon management 0.0952
8 C8 Cultural Sustainability — Respect for local culture and heritage 0.0798
9 C7 Social Sustainability — Employee rights, community contribution 0.0791
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Hotel managers considered the criteria of “responsiveness (C3; 0.1473)”, “environmental sustainability (C6;
0.1384)” and “reliability (C2; 0.1379)” as being of similar importance. These results suggest that managers evaluate
both operational efficiency and environmental sustainability together. The prioritization of environmental sustainability
as a secondary criterion suggests its growing importance on the managerial level.

Furthermore, the average value assigned to social (C7; 0.0889) and cultural sustainability (C8; 0.0926) criteria were
comparatively lower than others. This finding suggests that managers have not prioritized elements such as social
contribution and cultural heritage in their decision-making processes. These findings indicate that hotel managers adopt
a service approach focused on customer satisfaction and environmental sensitivity, while social factors receive
comparatively less attention. Moreover, the average consistency rate observed in this group was “0.0167”, indicating
that decision-makers exhibited high-level stable preferences.

In addition, academicians evaluated the “reliability (C2; 0.1673)” criterion with the highest mean weight. The
academic perspective considered consistency, accuracy and the level of meeting expectations in service delivery
fundamental aspects of service quality. “Environmental sustainability (C6, 0.1580)” also emerged as an important
criterion recognized by academics. Taken together, these findings indicate that awareness and responsiveness towards
sustainability issues are high in academic circles. Consequently, the academic perspective considers service quality and
environmental impact as a primary evaluation criterion. Conversely, the academic group evaluated the “empathy (C5;
0.0950)” criterion the lowest. This finding suggests that academics place less emphasis on interpersonal interactions and
emotional closeness as compared to other service delivery dimensions. The academic approach is predominantly
science-driven and rooted in systematic principles. According to our results, this group assigned greater importance to
environmental sensitivity and service reliability. The average consistency rate for this group amounted to 0.0211,
indicating a high level of decision-making stability and rational evaluation.

Furthermore, the interviewed representatives working in public and private sector tourism-related institutions
assigned the highest values to service quality dimensions. Specifically, the “tangibles (C1, 0.1520)” criterion received
the highest weight. This finding suggests that institutional representatives place a greater emphasis on observable and
measurable external factors when evaluating service quality. Furthermore, in this group of stakeholders, “empathy (C5,
0.1432)” and “reliability (C2, 0.1425)” received comparable weights. Representatives working in public and private
sector tourism-related institutions also ranked “social sustainability” (C7; 0.0791) as the least prioritized dimension.
Taken together, results suggest that social inclusion, social justice, and employee rights remain secondary considerations
in practical service evaluations. The fact that the social responsibility criterion was not sufficiently prominent indicates
the need for policy development and awareness raising in this area. The average consistency rate of this group was
“0.0179”, indicating that results with high internal consistency are produced, similar to other groups.

Figure 1 provides a summary of the comparative importance ratings of three stakeholder groups (hotel managers,
academics and representatives of tourism-related institutions) across nine criteria. As can be see in the figure, all three
groups assigned relatively higher weights to service quality dimensions (C1-C5) as compared to other criteria. In
particular, the “reliability” criterion (C2) was the most highly valued service quality dimension across all groups. The
differences regarding the sustainability criteria are more pronounced. Academics demonstrated a more balanced
approach to environmental and cultural sustainability, assigning weights to these dimensions comparable to those given
to service quality criteria. While hotel managers deprioritized social sustainability (C7), tourism-related institution
representatives placed less emphasis on environmental sustainability (C6).

C1 Tangibles
0,2

C9 Economic sustainability 0.1

5

0,05

C2 Reliability

C8 Cultural sustainability C3 Responsiveness

0

C7 Social sustainability C4 Assurance

C6 Environmental sustainability C5 Empathy

Managers in international chain hotels Academicians Managers of tourism-related organizations

Figure 1. Comparative importance levels assigned by decision-makers to service quality and sustainability dimensions.

Overall, the observed differences suggest that the institutional structures, areas of responsibility, and decision-making
dynamics of each group influence their evaluation patterns.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The results revealed significant differences in the three main stakeholder groups’ perceptions of the evaluation
criteria. All three groups, consistently prioritized sustainability criteria. This finding suggests that service quality
remains the primary performance indicator for hotel businesses, while sustainability elements are perceived as
complementary. All groups primarily evaluated the classical SERVQUAL dimensions of service quality—namely
physical elements, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy. However, each group interpreted these criteria
differently based on their respective institutional contexts. For instance, hotel managers prioritized fast and enthusiastic
service delivery, whereas academics emphasized accuracy and consistency of services. Meanwhile, representatives from
tourism-related institutions predominantly focused on the physical aspects of service quality.

Furthermore, the results also revealed that each stakeholder group's approach to service quality varied according to
their specific areas of responsibility. In this context, the Best Worst Method (BWM) provided significant advantages in
analyzing the multi-stakeholder structure due to its requirement for fewer comparisons and its ability to ensure high
decision consistency compared to traditional methods.

Specifically, the used method proved to be functional for the hospitality and tourism field by preventing judgment
inconsistencies commonly encountered in techniques such as AHP, as well as by allowing a clear comparison of the
priorities of each stakeholder group. The BWM enabled making clear comparisons of the weights assigned to the criteria
by managers, academics, and institutional representatives, making the decision support process more transparent.

The results also highlighted pronounced distinctions among the three groups. These differences should be evaluated
not only as statistical outcomes, but also within the framework of each stakeholder group’s institutional role and sectoral
responsibilities. First, academics assigned high importance to environmental sustainability and evaluated the cultural
and social sustainability dimensions with a relatively more balanced perspective. This indicates that the academic
approach tends to view sustainability from a multi-dimensional perspective and reflects a more normative, long-term
outlook. By contrast, although hotel managers also considered environmental sustainability in their evaluations, they
assigned lower priority to the social and cultural dimensions during decision-making processes.

This tendency can be interpreted as a result of environmental issues being more easily measurable and thus more
applicable within practice-oriented management approaches. In their turn, institutional representatives generally placed
sustainability criteria behind service quality elements, attributing the lowest levels of importance particularly to social
and cultural sustainability dimensions. This finding indicates that this group of stakeholders has not yet successfully
transformed the concept of sustainability into a practical policy tool.

Table 7. Prioritization of criteria according to stakeholder groups

Criterion Hotel Managers Academicians IIlStltllthI.l
Representatives
Highest Priority C3 (Responsiveness) C2 (Reliability) C1 (Tangibles)
Lowest Priority C7 (Social Sust.) C5 (Empathy) C7 (Social Sust.)
Sustainability Environmental focused Balanced approach Lower level
Service Quality Operation focused Systematic & technical Physical & tangible

Furthermore, more personalized service dimensions, such as empathy, were assigned relatively lower importance by the
academic group, reflecting an approach grounded in analytical and objective values. Conversely, the prominence of the
empathy dimension among the other two groups that are more engaged in direct customer interaction suggests that this
criterion holds a greater relevance in practical field applications. When evaluated overall (Table 7), it becomes clear that
stakeholder groups’ perceptions of service quality and sustainability concepts are shaped by their positions within the
industry, their areas of responsibility, and their roles in decision-making processes.

These differences highlight the need to adopt multi-stakeholder approaches for the holistic management of service
delivery. The findings also demonstrate that service quality and sustainability goals are not mutually exc lusive priorities,
but rather objectives that must be carefully balanced to achieve effective outcomes.

In this study, the finding that all stakeholder groups prioritize service quality criteria over sustainability criteria
aligns with the established influence of the SERVQUAL model within the tourism industry. Specifically, Parasuraman
et al. (1988) and Ladhari (2009) emphasized the significant impact of service quality on customer satisfaction,
particularly highlighting the dimensions of “reliability,” “speed,” and “physical environment” as critical determinants in
the hotel industry. The evaluations of the three stakeholder groups regarding service quality in the present study are
broadly consistent with this framework. Specifically, the high importance placed by hotel managers “fast service” and
“reliability” aligns with the short-term, customer satisfaction-oriented management approach described by Pirani &
Arafat (2016). Similarly, the concern that such a focus might overshadow sustainability practices also aligns with the
criticisms previously raised in the literature.

Furthermore, the finding that academics prioritize environmental sustainability while assigning slightly a greater
importance to social and economic sustainability aligns with the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) framework proposed by
Elkington (1997). TBL advocates for the simultaneous consideration of environmental, social, and economic
dimensions. In the present study, the observed relatively balanced evaluation of these three dimensions by academics is
consistent with the theoretical foundation of the TBL approach. Furthermore, the positive attitude of academics towards
social and cultural sustainability dimensions corresponds with the emphasis on social contribution and cultural heritage
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sensitivity highlighted in studies such as Boswell (2023) and Tavakoli & Turner (2024). However, while Boswell (2023)
drew attention to the frequent neglect of cultural sustainability within the tourism industry, the academics interviewed in
the present study prioritized this dimension more highly than the other groups. In addition, the finding that the
“empathy” criterion was assigned lower priority by the academic group indicates that the emotional dimensions of
service quality tend to remain secondary in academic evaluations. This detail may offer a critical and original
contribution to existing generalizations suggesting that the “empathy” criterion is universally perceived as important
across all stakeholders in current SERVQUAL applications (Ranatunga et al., 2022; Temory, 2024).

Yet, while the findings clearly reveal different prioritization patterns across the three stakeholder groups, they also
reflect some limitations in how sustainability is conceptualized in hotel businesses.

The systematic low prioritization of social and cultural sustainability dimensions may indicate a lack of either
awareness of these areas or of concrete frameworks for their implementation. On the other hand, the high importance
assigned to service quality suggests that decision-making is still dominated by a short-term performance-orientated
perspective, which may result in long-term sustainability goals taking a back seat. Although the findings are consistent
with sectoral realities, they suggest that the concept of sustainability is narrowly framed, which may be limiting in terms
of innovation and adaptation to environmental changes. Therefore, the present results should be interpreted with caution,
especially considering the national context and sample structure of the study.

One of the original findings of this study is the systematic low prioritization of sustainability dimensions—
particularly social and cultural sustainability—by hotel managers and public institution representatives. Although the
literature strongly emphasizes the importance of all three dimensions of sustainability (e.g., Elkington, 1997; Christofi et
al., 2022; Pereira et al., 2021), our finding that the practical importance attributed to social and cultural sustainability
remains low highlights a gap that has not been sufficiently addressed in previous research. Moreover, the observation
that public institutions and tourism-related organizations assign a lower priority to environmental sustainability as
compared to other groups contradicts the corporate responsibility-focused evaluations commonly found in the literature.
For instance, while Fatima & Elbanna (2023) argued that sustainable performance management should be a central focus
of institutional structures, our finding that representatives from public institutions in this study de-emphasize
environmental sensitivity constitutes an important original contribution to the field.

Another unique contribution of the present study is the simultaneous comparative analysis of different stakeholder
groups. Such comparative studies are relatively limited in the literature. For example, while Oliveras-Villanueva et al.
(2020) and Zhuk & Bukhta (2023) focused specifically on hotel managers or customers, they did not offer a direct
comparison of prioritization among academics, public sector representatives, and industry professionals.

In this regard, the present study provides an innovative contribution to the literature and provides a concrete example
of applying the multi-stakeholder analysis approach advocated by Stakeholder Theory (Freeman, 2010).

Practical Implications

The findings of this study reveal that, while service quality remains the primary priority for hotel businesses,
environmental sustainability is gaining increasing importance. Accordingly, hotel managers must integrate
environmental sustainability principles into their operational processes while simultaneously ensuring customer
satisfaction. Furthermore, our observation that academics adopt a more balanced approach to sustainability highlights
the need to facilitate the transfer of academic knowledge into industrial practices. In addition, the neglect of social and
cultural sustainability dimensions by hotel managers and institutional representatives underscores the urgent need to
implement awareness-raising initiatives, training programs, and strategic guidance in these areas. Similarly, the
integration of sustainability criteria into policy documents and implementation guidelines by public institutions could
support the sector-wide institutional transformation process. Finally, considering the varying prioritization approaches
among different stakeholder groups regarding service quality and sustainability, the long-term success of the hotel
industry requires further development of multi-stakeholder and inclusive decision-making mechanisms.

Further Research

The results of the present study revealed significant differences in the service quality and sustainability priorities
among different stakeholder groups. However, our sample was limited to a small number of expert groups operating in
Turkey. Accordingly, future studies could enhance the generalizability of the findings by employing larger and more
representative samples from various geographical regions. Moreover, this study included only expert opinions,
excluding the customer perspective. Incorporating evaluations from service recipients in future research could enable
more comprehensive, multi-dimensional analyses. Another venue of further research could be using qualitative data
collection methods, such as focus group discussions or in-depth interviews, which would offer more profound insights
into how stakeholders interpret sustainability within decision-making processes. In addition, future research should
consider the influence of dynamic environmental variables—such as crisis periods or post-pandemic developments—on
the balance between service quality and sustainability. Finally, the comparative application of alternative multi-criteria
decision-making methods would contribute to the literature by promoting methodological diversity.

Limitations
The present study has several limitations. First, the relatively small sample size (n = 18) that we used may limit the
generalizability of our results. Second, considering that the present study was limited to the context of Turkey, our
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conclusions may not generalize to other cultural contexts. Thirdly and finally, we did not analyze the views of hotel
customers as important stakeholders at the center of the service experience. Accordingly, in future studies, our research
design could be extended to larger and more versatile samples and to a broader range of stakeholder groups.
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